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ABSTRACT
KEY WORDS In recent years, the utilization of webometrics as a tool for ranking universities has
Webometrics gained significant traction, purportedly offering a comprehensive assessment of in-
S stitutions' digital presence and impact. However, amidst its growing popularity,
Digital divide questions arise regarding the validity and applicability of webometrics rankings, par-
Web rankings ticularly concerning universities situated in the global south. This paper critically ex-
Global south amines the webometrics ranking system, aiming to discern its strengths and weak-

nesses while scrutinizing its efficacy in evaluating universities, particularly those in
regions with diverse socio-economic contexts and digital infrastructures. The analy-
sis begins by delineating the fundamental principles underlying webometrics rankings, highlighting its reliance on
web-based indicators such as web presence, visibility, and transparency. While these metrics ostensibly offer in-
sights into universities' global reach and influence, they also engender methodological complexities and biases. No-
tably, the dominance of older well-endowed institutions in comparison with younger resource-constrained institu-
tions impeding equitable evaluation. Furthermore, the paper investigates the specific challenges faced by universi-
ties in the global south within the webometrics framework. Issues of digital divide, limited internet penetration, and
disparities in web accessibility compound the difficulties faced by these institutions in attaining favorable rankings.
Moreover, the emphasis on quantitative metrics overlooks qualitative aspects of academic excellence, neglecting
factors such as research impact, teaching quality, and societal relevance, which are integral to universities' roles in
diverse contexts.Through a critical lens, this paper underscores the fallacies inherent in the uncritical adoption of
webometrics rankings as a singular measure of university performance. It advocates for a nuanced approach that
acknowledges the contextual nuances and challenges faced by universities, particularly in the global south. By fos-
tering a dialogue on the limitations of webometrics and exploring alternative evaluation methodologies, this re-

Academic excellence

search aims to contribute to a more inclusive and equitable framework for assessing higher education institutions in
an increasingly digitized world.

presence and footprint. It is based on the size,
visibility, and impact of an institution's web pres-
ence. The ranking system aims to promote the

Introduction
Webometrics ranking is a ranking system that
measures the impact of an institution's online
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quality of research and education in academic in-
stitutions through visibility that showcases re-
search activities and enriches knowledge. The rela-
tionship between webometrics ranking and quali-
ty of education is that webometrics ranking pro-
motes the quality of education and research in
academic institutions through visibility that show-
cases research activities and enriches knowledge.
However, it is important to note that webometrics
ranking is not a comprehensive measure of the
quality of education and research in academic in-
stitutions.

The landscape of higher education evaluation
has undergone a transformative shift with the ad-
vent of webometrics, a methodology that assess-
es the online presence and impact of universities.
In recent years, the Webometrics Ranking of Uni-
versities has emerged as a prominent metric, aim-
ing to quantify institutional influence and reach
based on their digital footprint. This paper critical-
ly examines the validity and reliability of the
Webometrics Ranking, probing the fundamental
question: Is it a genuine reflection of academic
excellence and influence, or does it perpetuate a
fallacious representation of universities in the digi-
tal era?

As society becomes increasingly interconnect-
ed, the significance of a university's online pres-
ence cannot be overstated. The Webometrics
Ranking purports to capture the global impact of
institutions through the lens of web visibility,
providing a numerical representation of their digi-
tal influence. However, this methodology raises
several critical questions regarding its accuracy,
relevance, and potential biases. This paper delves
into these issues to unravel whether the
Webometrics Ranking serves as a credible tool for
assessing the diverse and multifaceted nature of
higher education institutions.

Our investigation encompasses a multifaceted
analysis of the Webometrics Ranking methodolo-
gy, exploring its underlying assumptions, criteria,
and the implications of its application. By critically
examining the factors contributing to the rank-
ings, we seek to ascertain whether webometrics
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truly encapsulates the holistic essence of academ-
ic excellence or if it merely perpetuates a digital
fallacy divorced from the intricate realities of edu-
cational institutions.

In the subsequent sections, we delve into the
historical context of webometrics, the evolution
of university rankings, and the unique challenges
posed by the digital era. By scrutinizing the
strengths and limitations of the Webometrics
Ranking, this paper aims to contribute to the on-
going discourse surrounding the assessment of
universities in the contemporary digital landscape,
ultimately fostering a more nuanced understand-
ing of the role and impact of webometrics on
higher education evaluation

Problem Statement

The practice of ranking vy League universities
alongside institutions in developing countries us-
ing the same metrics poses a significant fallacy, as
it fails to account for the nuanced and diverse ed-
ucational landscapes, resources, and socio-
economic contexts within which these institu-
tions operate. This oversimplified approach under-
mines the credibility of the rankings and hinders
the accurate assessment of educational quality
and impact.

One key issue arises from the significant diver-
sity in resources. lvy League universities, situated
in developed countries, benefit from significantly
higher financial investments, cutting-edge infra-
structure, and research funding compared to insti-
tutions in developing countries. These disparities
contribute to advanced academic programs, re-
search facilities, and overall institutional capabili-
ties. Failing to acknowledge these resource dispar-
ities can distort the perceived quality of educa-
tion.

Traditional ranking metrics also pose challeng-
es, particularly in the emphasis on research out-
put and impact. While vy League universities may
excel in certain research areas due to extensive
resources, institutions in developing countries
may prioritize community engagement, address-
ing local challenges, and fostering inclusive educa-
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tion. Applying a uniform metric neglects these
unique contributions. Furthermore, universities in
developing countries often play a crucial role in
addressing local needs, preserving cultural herit-
age, and contributing to sustainable develop-
ment. Unfortunately, these aspects are not ade-
quately captured in standardized ranking criteria,
leading to an oversight of the institutions' real-
world impact within their communities.

Metrics used in rankings may also overlook the
accessibility and inclusivity of education. While lvy
League universities may enroll students from di-
verse backgrounds, institutions in developing
countries face challenges related to affordability,
infrastructure, and educational equity. Ranking
them on the same scale overlooks the efforts
made by these institutions to broaden access to
education. In conclusion, a reevaluation of ranking
methodologies is necessary to create a more nu-
anced and contextually relevant assessment of
universities worldwide. By acknowledging and ad-
dressing these issues, a more accurate representa-
tion of the global educational landscape can be
achieved, fostering a fair and comprehensive un-
derstanding of the diverse contributions made by
institutions across different socio-economic con-
texts.

Discussion
Historical context of webometrics, The evolution of
university rankings

The emergence of ranking systems can be
traced back in 1865 to European studies that
aimed to define whether environment or heredity
was the determining factor in producing man of
genius (Ismail, 2008:1). The purpose was to exam-
ine the quality of institutions and affiliated schol-
ars in science and medicine whereby the results
influenced the thinking of educators regarding
quality assessment. During the twentieth century
several evaluation and ranking systems for educa-
tional institutions appeared from time to time
emerging with different aims and objectives.
Webometrics coined in 1997 by Tomas Almind
and Peter Ingwersen (1997), refers to the quanti-
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tative analysis of activity on the World Wide Web
like downloads that draws on informetric meth-
ods (Kousha et al., 2010). Introduction of the web
impact factor (WIF) metric to assess the impact
of the website or other area of the web based up-
on the number of hyperlinks relied on webomet-
rics (Ingwersen, 1998).

Web impact factors seemed to make sense
because useful or important areas of the web
would presumably attract more hyperlinks than
average. The logic of the metric was derived from
the importance of citations in journal impact fac-
tors although web impact factor had the ad-
vantage of easily being calculated using the new
advanced search queries introduced by AltaVista.
Webometrics subsequently rose to become the
large coherent field within information science
from the bibliometric perspective (Zhao &
Strotmann, 2008), encompassing link and web
citation analysis as well as range of other web-
based quantitative techniques. Modern form of
educational ranking was originally introduced by
United States News and World Report over two
decades ago in order to publish transparent com-
parative data about the institutions.

The historical context of webometrics can be
traced back to the late 20th century when the
World Wide Web began to revolutionize infor-
mation dissemination and accessibility. As the in-
ternet rapidly expanded, scholars and researchers
recognized the need for innovative approaches to
measure the impact of academic institutions be-
yond traditional indicators. The concept of
webometrics emerged as a response to this need,
focusing on the quantitative analysis of web-
based activities and the online presence of univer-
sities. In the early 2000s, the emergence of search
engines and web link analysis paved the way for
the development of the first webometrics rank-
ings, providing a novel perspective on evaluating
universities based on their visibility and influence
in the digital sphere. This marked a paradigm shift
in the assessment of academic institutions, em-
phasizing the importance of their online engage-
ment and impact alongside traditional metrics.
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World Country University Impact Openness Excellence
Rank rank rank rank
1 USA Harvard 1 1 1

2 USA Stanford University 3 2 4

3 USA Massachusetts Institute of Technology 1 3 15

4 USA University of California Berkeley 4 4 27

5 UK University of Oxford 15 5 5

6 USA University of Michigan 8 10 8

7 USA University of Washington 6 80 10

8 USA Cornell University 5 15 23

9 USA Columbia University, New York 9 7 18
10 USA Johns Hopkins University 16 35 7

Table 1: World Ranking of Universities—July 202 3 edition

Source: https://webometrics.info

The evolution of university rankings has seen a
progression from primarily reputation-based as-
sessments to more comprehensive methodologies
that consider diverse factors.

Traditional rankings, often dominated by repu-
tation surveys and academic citations, have faced
criticism for their limited scope and potential bias-
es. The advent of webometrics introduced a new
dimension by incorporating web-based indicators,
creating a dynamic and real-time assessment tool.
However, this evolution has also introduced
unique challenges. The digital era brings forth is-
sues of data accuracy, algorithmic transparency,
and the dynamic nature of online information.
Universities now grapple with the need to manage
and optimize their digital presence, posing chal-
lenges in balancing the pursuit of academic excel-
lence with the demands of the evolving digital
landscape. As the digital era continues to redefine
the evaluation of universities, striking a balance
between traditional academic metrics and web-
based assessments becomes imperative for a ho-
listic understanding of institutional performance.

Strengths and limitations of the Webometrics Ranking

The Webometrics Ranking emerges as a pow-
erful instrument for universities in developing
countries, providing a global platform to amplify
their visibility and outreach. By accentuating

online presence, institutions can spotlight aca-
demic achievements, research output, and contri-
butions to a wider audience. This digital avenue
becomes particularly consequential in regions
where traditional marketing and outreach re-
sources are constrained, enabling universities to
disseminate information about their academic
programs and research initiatives, fostering the
potential for international collaborations and part-
nerships. The real-time assessment feature of the
Webometrics approach accommodates the dy-
namic nature of academic institutions in develop-
ing countries, allowing them to promptly show-
case progress and contributions on a global scale.

Nevertheless, the strengths of the Webomet-
rics Ranking are accompanied by considerations
of potential limitations. Language bias and a pre-
dominant emphasis on research metrics may inad-
vertently disadvantage institutions in developing
countries that prioritize community engagement,
address local challenges, and contribute to non-
traditional impact areas. To ensure a comprehen-
sive and equitable evaluation framework, it is im-
perative to navigate these limitations, recognizing
the diverse strengths and impacts of universities
in developing countries beyond the confines of
conventional metrics.

As for whether it makes sense to rank universi-
ties using webometrics from both developed and
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Continental World Rank  University Impact Openness Excellence
Rank Rank Rank Rank
University of Cape Town 284 235 293
1 246
University of the Witwatersrand 657 379 408
2 398
3 438 Stellenbosch University 696 350 471
4 450 University of Pretoria 597 506 499
81 2490 Moi University 4034 1791 3128
153 3475 Maseno University 5381 2172 4372
158 3614 Strathmore University Nairobi 2732 4324 4900
173 3866 Technical University of Kenya 6477 2843 4423
223 4693 Masinde Muliro University of Science 9558 2878 5104
& Technology
374 7120 Meru University of Science and 7406 4383 7237

Technology

Table 2: Africa Universities webometric Ranking —July 2023 edition

Source: https://webometrics.info

developing countries, there are criticisms about
the function of webometrics ranking. Some argue
that webometrics ranking is biased towards insti-
tutions in developed countries, as they tend to
have more resources and a stronger online pres-
ence. Others argue that webometrics ranking is
not a reliable academic ranking, as it does not
take into account the quality of research and edu-
cation in academic institutions. Therefore, it may
not make sense to rank universities using
webometrics from both developed and developing
countries.

Table 1 presents the January 2023 Edition of
the Webometrics ranking. It is observable that
among the top 10 (ten) universities in the world,
all except University of Oxford (UK) are from the
United States of America. Going further, among
the top 100 (One hundred) universities in the
world only 46 (forty-six) are from other countries.
The United States of America has 54 (Fifty-four)
out of the top 100 (One hundred). Among the top
100 (One hundred) none is from Africa and none
also from the developing countries.

Coming back to Africa (Table 2), University of
Cape Town in South Africa is ranked as the best in

the African continent with a world ranking of 246
(Two hundred and forty-six). Following University
of Cape Town as the second best university in Afri-
ca is University of the Witwatersrand ranked 398
(three hundred and ninety-eight) also from South
Africa. Stellenbosch University also from South
Africa comes at number 3 (Three) in Africa and at
398 (three hundred ninety-eight) worldwide. At
number 4 (four) is University of Pretoria also from
South Africa. In the African continent Cairo Uni-
versity from Egypt is ranked number 5 (five) and
548 (five forty-eight) worldwide. It is worth noting
that among the top 10 (ten) universities in Africa
only Cairo University and Alexandria University
ranked at number 6 (six) and 584 (five hundred
eighty-four) worldwide both from Egypt, are from
outside South Africa. University of Kwazulu Natal
from South Africa comes at position number 7
(seven) in the African Continent and 598 (five
ninety-eight) worldwide. In Africa, University of
Johannesburg from South Africa comes at position
number 8 (eight) and 653 (six hundred fifty-three)
in the world. At position number 9 (nine) in Africa
is University of South Africa from South Africa
ranked at 795 (seven ninety-five) worldwide. Clos-
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ing the top ten is University of the Western Cape
also from South Africa ranked 927 (nine hundred
twenty-seven) worldwide.

From the above analysis, it is crystal clear that
among the top ten universities in the African con-
tinent, 8 (eight) are from South Africa and 2 (two)
from Egypt. Looking at the world ranking where
the United States of America as 54 % of the top
hundred slots of the best universities in the world,
it follows that the level of economic development
determine she level of ranking of universities in
the world. In Africa, South Africa is rated above all
the African countries in terms of economic devel-
opment, hence the 80% of the top ten universities
in the continent are from there. This therefore
begs the question, whether universities should be
lumped together when being ranked or they
should be ranked according to their level of devel-
opment. To illuminate and illustrate on this, it
would of interest to rank together the University
of Oxford —United Kingdom, which the second
oldest University in the world, having been estab-
lished in 1096 A.D (the oldest modern university
is the University of Bologna in [taly-established
1088 A.D) with Meru university of Science and
Technology-Kenya which was charted in 2010. It is
worth noting that University of Oxford—UK is
ranked number 5 (Five) worldwide.

Conclusion

In conclusion, the endeavor to rank Ivy League
universities and institutions in developing coun-
tries using identical metrics represents a fallacy
that undermines the integrity and fairness of high-
er education assessments. The inherent disparities
in resources, both financial and infrastructural,
create an uneven playing field from the outset. lvy
League universities, situated in developed nations,
benefit from substantial financial investments,
cutting-edge infrastructure, and extensive re-
search funding, which significantly elevate their
academic capabilities. In contrast, universities in
developing countries grapple with limited re-
sources, often facing challenges related to fund-
ing, infrastructure, and access to modern technol-
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ogies.

Socio-economic contexts further compound
the fallacy of uniform ranking metrics. The diverse
environments within which these institutions op-
erate impact their ability to provide quality educa-
tion. Political stability, economic development,
and access to technology significantly influence
the overall learning environment. By disregarding
these contextual differences, traditional ranking
metrics oversimplify the assessment of education-
al excellence and inadvertently perpetuate a dis-
torted narrative.

The overemphasis on standardized metrics,
particularly those related to research output and
international visibility, disregards the distinct mis-
sions and contributions of universities in develop-
ing countries. These institutions often prioritize
community engagement, address local challenges,
and play a pivotal role in sustainable develop-
ment. Consequently, applying a uniform metric
fails to capture the unique and multifaceted im-
pacts of these universities, relegating their contri-
butions to the periphery of the global academic
discourse.

In conclusion, recognizing the fallacy in rank-
ing vy League universities alongside institutions
in developing countries is pivotal for fostering an
accurate and equitable evaluation of higher edu-
cation globally. A more nuanced approach that
considers the diverse contexts, missions, and con-
tributions of universities is imperative for a com-
prehensive understanding of their true value. Em-
bracing a more inclusive and context-sensitive as-
sessment framework will not only rectify the cur-
rent fallacy but also contribute to a more accurate
representation of the global educational land-
scape, valuing the diverse strengths and impacts
of institutions across different socio-economic
contexts.
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